Define:Communities of Practice
Communities of practice (CoPs or communities) are groups of like-minded, interacting people who filter, amplify, invest and provide, convene, build, and learn and facilitate to ensure more effective creation and sharing of knowledge in their domain. They define themselves according to their focus, how they function, and what capabilities they produce.
There are six key dimensions to a CoP: (i) domain, (ii) community, (iii) practice, (iv) motivation, (v) structure, and (vi) mandate. A domain is a defined area of shared inquiry (often with a sector or thematic focus). Community refers to the relationships among active members and the sense of belonging and identity that membership provides. Practice refers to the body of knowledge and information used by the CoP; each member has expertise in the domain and this is recognized by other members. Motivation refers to the personal interest and priority that members are willing to commit to the CoP in their work plans and work activities. Structure describes the balance of formal and informal relationships and ways of working. (Hierarchy is not an important characteristic of CoPs: the status of the members is measured by the value of the contributions they make to the community.) Lastly, mandate refers to the priority that management of the host organization, where there is one, ascribes to the CoP and the resource implications they are willing to commit; it defines the sector or thematic focus and the expected results of the community and helps generate the space for individual commitment by the members. Typically, CoPs comprise a core group, an inner circle, and an outer circle. The core group manages the CoP based on an agreed coordination mandate. It provides secretarial support as necessary. The inner circle serves as a steering committee with an informal structure, meeting once or twice a year. Together, the core group and the inner circle form the "active group" of the communityits source of energy and direction. The outer circle embraces interested members, contributors, and readers in a loose network.
Surveying Communities of Practice

By Olivier Serrat
If you have an apple and I have an apple and we exchange these apples then you and I will still each have one apple. But if you have an idea and I have an idea and we exchange these ideas, then each of us will have two ideas.
-George Bernard Shaw
On ADB's Communities of Practice
In light of their potential contribution to organizational development, ADB decided to promote well-functioning CoPs in 2002, from the time of ADB's reorganization. In 2008, ADB's long-term strategic framework cited them as a powerful collaboration mechanism for internal learning.
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Their mandate is to contribute or advise on (i) general strategic directions in priority sectors and themes of ADB;
(ii) ADB-wide sector and thematic work, including inputs to related sector and thematic reports; (iii) ADB-wide knowledge products and services, including good practices, and technical and flagship publications; and (iv) staffing issues, including the skills mix in ADB and staff participation in external learning events. "Unless … commitment is made, there are only promises and hopes, but no plan," said Peter Drucker. However, committing is contingent on knowing the state of affairs. In 2009, a first-ever survey 2 of ADB-hosted CoPs conducted by ADB's Knowledge Management Center revealed that:
• CoPs represent areas of common interest, usually (but not always) have clear domains, provide a welcome social environment and give staff members a sense of belonging, help build relationships, and benefit daily work. • CoPs are driven by willingness to participate, motivate members to share work-related knowledge, but do not always build up communal resources.
• CoPs break down communication barriers among staff members but communication platforms are not very user-friendly.
• CoPs do not leverage knowledge management tools particularly well.
• The contribution of CoPs to accomplish better results in projects and economic and sector work can be improved.
• Linkages to country partnership strategies and policy work are weak.
• CoPs deliver unevenly on knowledge management-related functions, viz., strategy development, management techniques, collaboration mechanisms, knowledge capture and storage, and knowledge sharing and learning.
• A dedicated and passionate facilitator is considered most important to success, together with building trust, rapport, and a sense of community.
• Opinions diverge widely regarding the six functions of CoPs, but convening and learning and facilitating are deemed to be what the CoPs hosted by ADB are best at.
• Participation is severely limited by lack of time and incentives.
• Motivation to participate calls for a wide mix of incentives, with an accent on opportunities for learning and development and staying current in one's sector or theme.
• Involving external partners would help generate and share knowledge.
• ADB's approach (business processes) to CoPs is flexible. "outcomes" of improved knowledge management. Increased budgets will be allocated clearly, directly, and explicitly in proportion to how practical and tangible knowledge management occurs. This will be a case of "output-based financing," rewarding those who generate and share useful and usable knowledge. CoPs with vague or input-and/or process-focused proposals will not be funded. This will entail revising the current purpose and structure of the biannual sector and thematic reports. 3. Require the CoPs to more purposefully engage in external partnerships including especially the regional knowledge hubs that ADB finances. (Engaging non-regional knowledge hubs is to be considered as well.) 4. The role of the knowledge management coordinators in ADB will be reviewed and ways to harness their knowledge, skills, experience, and interests in the form of a CoP in knowledge management will be proposed. In the wake of the 2009 survey, ADB's support to communities improved as evidenced by increased budgets, streamlined sector and thematic reporting, 4 improved participation in peer reviews of country partnership strategies and lending products, strengthened collaboration between and among CoPs, increased recognition of staff knowledge and expertise, and expanded outreach to stakeholders. Considering these milestones, a followup review of the performance of CoPs was needed to identify ways to further improve performance, as well as challenges and opportunities ahead. Two other important initiatives also examined knowledge management more widely in ADB, with implications for CoPs. First, the sixth in a series of Most Admired Knowledge Enterprise surveys, conducted in 2010, confirmed positive trends in knowledge management in ADB. Survey findings were benchmarked against the survey's eight recognized knowledge performance dimensions. To note, Dimension 5 refers to developing CoPs as one of eight drivers for "Creating an environment for collaborative knowledge sharing." Dimension 6 refers to developing CoPs as one of nine drivers for "Creating a learning organization." Second, the results of the new Learning for Change survey, introduced in 2010, also bore implications for understanding CoPs in ADB. The survey examined characteristics of the four main subsystems of knowledge management, namely, organization, people, knowledge, and technology, but from the perspective of organizational learning. CoPs span all four subsystems in ADB: they form part of the organizational infrastructure for learning and knowledge management; they engage people in learning communities; they provide a space for members to identify, create, store, share, and use knowledge; and finally, they harness information and communication technologies for the purposes of learning and improving organizational effectiveness. 
The 2011 Survey of ADB-Hosted Communities of Practice: Survey Design
At the time of the 2011 survey ADB had 13 CoPs 7 in key sector and thematic areas (domains). The survey design reproduced, with minor amendments, the survey of CoPs conducted in 2009. This was done to facilitate the comparison of responses across the two surveys. Separate online questionnaires were used to elicit responses from those who participate as members of CoPs and those who do not. The questionnaire for CoP members comprised three sections. Section I (questions 1-24) examined the respondents' view of the purpose and utility of CoP activities. Section II (question 25) elicited recommendations for strengthening CoP effectiveness, and Section III (questions 28-31) was used to develop a profile of CoP members. The questionnaire for non-CoP members comprised nine questions. Using similar wording for most of the questions made it possible to compare the views of members and non-members.
The 2011 Survey of ADB-Hosted Communities of Practice: Methodology
The survey data was collected on 4-25 February 2011 using a web-based questionnaire. The survey was widely advertised on ADB Today, ADB's daily e-newsletter. Data analysis was conducted in March-April 2011. During the data analysis, comparisons were made between the 2009 and 2011 survey results and between the 2011 responses from CoP members and non-CoP members. The quantitative data generated by the questions was plotted on bar charts that used percentage response rates to facilitate comparison between the 2009 and 2011 surveys. The responses to free form questions provide a rich source of views and ideas. Because qualitative data is more challenging to analyze, particular efforts were made to interpret this data. Responses to free form questions were clustered under headings generated by close examination of the responses. The headings were developed by first examining the responses of CoP members then applying the same headings to cluster the responses of the non-CoP members. In this way, direct comparisons could be made between the two groups.
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This has now increased to 14 CoPs with the recent addition of a community on public-private partnerships.
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The 2011 Survey of ADB-Hosted Communities of Practice: Analytical Framework Three "lenses" were used to analyze and interpret the data collected in the survey. These were areas of inquiry, critical success factors, and the "CoP Fitness Test." The survey was designed to address eight areas of inquiry as follows:
• In a valuable contribution to the field of study of CoPs, the Knowledge Management Center introduced the idea of communities passing a fitness test.
8 The test refers to a series of questions under eight headings: (i) domain, (ii) membership, (iii) norms and rules, (iv) structure and process, (v) flow of energy, (vi) results, (vii) resources, and (viii) values. Although the survey was not designed to explicitly answer all fitness test questions, these questions provided a useful analytical framework and were used to structure some of the concluding remarks in the report. 
The 2011 Survey of ADB-Hosted Communities of Practice: Observations on Survey Design
The survey provided a valuable overview of the operation of CoPs in ADB. However, the survey design limits the opportunities to examine and understand the work of individual communities in-depth. This is because the responses of some respondents who belong to more than one community refer to all the CoPs to which they belong. So, for example, it is not possible to identify how respondents involved as members of particular CoPs scored those communities on the questions with five-point scales. The benefits of using a consistent survey are considerable as this enables year-on-year comparisons. One way of gaining a more in-depth insight into the communities without sacrificing the ability to make year-on-year comparisons would be to use the same survey questions but ask the respondents to specify which CoP they will be using when considering their answers.
The 2011 Survey of ADB-Hosted Communities of Practice: Observations on In-depth Understanding
Fortunately, the annual reports of individual CoPs provide in-depth understanding of their ways of working, achievements, and overall effectiveness. CoPs have been encouraged to produce annual and triennial reports on their work since December 2009. To date, not all comunities have produced both sets of reports, but those that have provide valuable data and detailed analyses of the CoP's modus operandi. An analysis of the annual and triennial reports of individual communities was beyond the scope of survey but a brief examination of a sample revealed some useful insights about how communities operate in the pursuit of ADB's mission and objectives. A systematic examination of CoP reports would enable benchmarking and would ensure that some comparability (using, for example, critical success factors) between CoP outcomes exists.
The 2011 Survey of ADB-Hosted Communities of Practice: Observations on Benchmarking and Peer Learning
Given the ability of some communities to create the success factors critical for effective working, a valuable body of experience can clearly provide benchmarks for all CoPs in ADB. This is not to say that those CoPs working successfully should be used as role models for all communities. Domain, context, and other factors should be taken into account when designing and running a CoP. However, in the spirit of a learning organization, ADB's home-grown CoP expertise can provide a unique source of knowledge about how best to leverage value from its communities. This expertise could undoubtedly be more widely applied across all CoPs through more focused benchmarking process. One way of doing this might be to establish an annual "forum on learning" in which CoPs would share their success stories, identify how best to implement success factors, and celebrate achievements.
Did ADB-Hosted Communities of Practice Pass the Fitness Test?
• Domain. The areas of shared inquiry and the function of CoPs have varying degrees of relevance to ADB's strategic priorities. The topics of some communities are of undoubted interest to their members. Other CoPs are less able to inspire interest though this may be due to issues of weak community leadership or being unable or unwilling to prioritize time for participation rather than an inherently uninteresting topic. It was not possible to ascertain from the survey whether all the members have their own practice in the respective domains.
• Membership. It is difficult to ascertain from the 2011 survey if all the necessary relevant experience is available to all the CoPs. However, as this was not raised as a concern by any respondents, it is reasonable to assume that all communities have access to the relevant experience they need. Broadening the diversity of membership by including ADB's partners is worthy of further consideration as is the need to improve staff awareness of communities, and thereby extending access to CoPs. • Norms and Rules. The conduct of some communities seems to be very well organized but this does not appear to be true of all CoPs. Some respondents expressed satisfaction about the nature and frequency of contact in their CoPs whereas others, particularly those members based in resident missions, would welcome more opportunities to participate. It is difficult to ascertain the balance between giving to and taking from CoPs but active membership of a community suggests that members receive enough from their involvement to justify their participation. There are enough positive comments about membership to suggest that this is the case for many communities.
• Structure and Process. Each community has the flexibility to choose and modify its own structure.
Some CoP members referred to weak leadership or overly controlling leadership while others praised the work of their core groups. Members described the planning process for some communities as weak or, in some cases, nonexistent. Some viewed these mainly in organizational terms while others explained results more in terms of professional and career development. The two are, of course, not mutually exclusive; indeed one of the strengths of CoPs should be their ability to deliver different types of results. The responses to questions 13-15 suggest that communities are under-functioning in their ability to help individuals achieve better results. Nevertheless, members who responded to the survey report tangible benefits of their involvement in CoPs. To understand the detailed results of specific communities, it is necessary to examine their annual reports. • Resources. Many members identified time as the main obstacle to their involvement in CoPs. In the view of many respondents, ADB appears to give mixed messages about the use of their time in communities. While officially sanctioned and even encouraged, the experience reported by some respondents was that their managers appeared lukewarm in their support of time spent on CoPs.
At the time of the survey, this tension was exacerbated because some of ADB's human resource systems seemed to be misaligned with ADB's official commitment to CoPs. However, with the recent introduction of the new Time Management System, time spent on CoP activity (such as management and peer review) is now officially recognized. CoP facilitation varies from stimulating to being in need of injection of fresh ideas. The potential for peer learning here is considerable. • Values. Because the absence of evidence is not the same as the evidence of absence, it was not possible to comment on the "CoP Fitness Test" questions concerning CoP values.
Conclusions
ADB's investment in CoPs, particularly since 2009, has brought about a positive change in the way they are perceived by both members and non-members. The 2011 survey of ADB-hosted CoPs shows ample evidence that ADB is reaping the benefits of its investment. With greater sharing of experience between communities, the value they bring to ADB's core business is likely to increase. CoPs have been characterized as the "heart and soul" of knowledge sharing in ADB. The results of the survey showed that both heart and soul are gaining in vigor. 
My CoPs ...
1. represent an area of common interest for a number of ADB staff/clients/partners.
2. currently have a clear focus in their sectors or themes.
give me a sense of belonging.
 strongly agree  agree  neutral  disagree  strongly disagree 4. help me build relationships and network with others.
 strongly agree  agree  neutral  disagree  strongly disagree 5. benefit my daily work from the relationships established.
 strongly agree  agree  neutral  disagree  strongly disagree 6. are mainly driven by the willingness of members to participate.
 strongly agree  agree  neutral  disagree  strongly disagree 7. motivate me to share work-related knowledge.
 strongly agree  agree  neutral  disagree  strongly disagree 8. build up an agreed set of communal resources over time.
 strongly agree  agree  neutral  disagree  strongly disagree 9. break down communication barriers among members.
 strongly agree  agree  neutral  disagree  strongly disagree 10. provide an informal, welcoming social environment.
 strongly agree  agree  neutral  disagree  strongly disagree 11. have a user-friendly communication platform.
Box 1 continued 12. leverage a variety of knowledge management tools (appreciative inquiry, exit interviews, identifying and sharing good practices, knowledge harvesting, peer assists, storytelling, etc.).
 strongly agree  agree  neutral  disagree  strongly disagree 13. help me achieve better results (quality, productivity, stakeholder satisfaction) in projects and programs.
 strongly agree  agree  neutral  disagree  strongly disagree 14. help me achieve better results in economic, sector, and thematic work.
15. help me achieve better results in country partnership strategy and policy work.
16. capture and store tacit and explicit knowledge so it can be easily accessed and applied.
 strongly agree  agree  neutral  disagree  strongly disagree 17. build knowledge sharing and learning into work life.
18. strengthen collaboration across departments, offices, and units. 
